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227b (j) as changing requirements for admissibility of chemical evidence at
administrative hearing; claim that because plaintiff did not suffer and was not
alleged to have suffered physical injury in accident as required by § 14-227a
(k), his blood sample was improperly obtained; whether trial court properly
determined that blood test derived from plaintiff’s blood sample satisfied condi-
tions for admissibility in underlying administrative hearing before defendant;
whether legislative history of 2009 amendment to § 14-227b (j) demonstrated
that its purpose was to extend factual circumstances in which blood test results
derived from blood samples are admissible in administrative proceedings under
§ 14-227b (j) to include accident situations where operator of motor vehicle,
regardless of physical injury or alleged physical injury, is determined by police
officer to require treatment or observation at hospital; reviewability of claim that
permitting introduction of blood test results absent satisfaction of admissibility
conditions set forth in § 14-227a (k) was unconstitutional; failure to raise claim
in administrative hearing; whether unpreserved claim was reviewable under
State v. Golding (213 Conn. 233).

Kusy v. Norwich . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171
Negligence; summary judgment; governmental immunity; claim that trial court

improperly rendered summary judgment in favor of defendants on ground of
governmental immunity pursuant to statute (§ 52-557n [a] [2] [B]); claim that
snow and ice removal by municipality is ministerial act as matter of law; whether
in absence of policy or directive prescribing manner in which municipal official
is to remove snow and ice such act is discretionary in nature; whether trial
court properly determined that removal of snow and ice at subject school was
discretionary in nature; whether issue of whether removal of snow and ice is
ministerial in nature is factual question that is reserved for jury and may not
be decided by trial court by way of summary judgment; claim that trial court
improperly determined that plaintiff failed to raise genuine issue of material
fact regarding whether he was identifiable victim for purposes of identifiable
person-imminent harm exception to governmental immunity.

Nonhuman Rights Project, Inc. v. R.W. Commerford & Sons, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Habeas corpus; whether habeas court properly declined to issue writ of habeas corpus

pursuant to applicable rule of practice (§ 23-24 [a] [1] and [2]); whether habeas
court properly concluded that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction; whether habeas
court properly concluded that petitioner lacked standing to bring habeas petition
on behalf of elephants; whether elephants, not being persons, lacked standing to
file habeas petition; whether petitioner failed to establish next friend standing;
whether habeas corpus relief was intended to apply to nonhuman animal; whether,
pursuant to statute (§ 52-466 [a]), only person is authorized to file application
for writ of habeas corpus.

One Elmcroft Stamford, LLC v. Zoning Board of Appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 275
Zoning; claim that trial court improperly concluded that named applicant had stand-

ing on behalf of defendant business to apply to zoning board of appeals for
approval of location of used car dealer on certain real property; claim that board
failed to conduct requisite suitability analysis as required by applicable statute
(§ 14-55); whether § 14-55 has been repealed; whether board should have reviewed
application under standard set forth in § 14-55; whether board mistakenly treated
application as if it were application for variance and, thus, failed to comply
with requirements set forth in § 14-55 in granting that application; whether trial
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rant to exempt restaurant from paying common charges, that defendants improp-
erly assessed common charges related to improper wiring of certain common
area lighting, and that defendants improperly expended funds of association to
finance repairs and maintenance for units and for paving expenses sounded in
tort and contract; whether claims of self-dealing and breach of fiduciary duty
relating to management fee and personal vehicle expenses were tort claims only;
whether trial court’s award of damages to association for common charges that
should have been assessed to restaurant was proper; whether court’s decision to
pierce corporate veil and hold defendant individually liable was clearly erroneous.
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part of state or law enforcement; whether defendant was prejudiced as result of
unavailable evidence; whether trial court erred when it denied defendant’s request
for adverse inference jury instruction related to failure of police to produce
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tion for purposes of applicable statute ([Rev. to 2015] § 53a-64bb [b]); claim
that trial court violated § 53a-64bb (b) and defendant’s right to be free from double
jeopardy when it punished him for assault, unlawful restraint and strangulation
because separate charges of assault and unlawful restraint, as charged in infor-
mation and based on evidence, were not established as wholly separate claims
from strangulation; claim that trial court violated defendant’s constitutional
rights to confrontation and to present defense by restricting his cross-examina-
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